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Abstract: The Early Childhood Social Competence Scale (EC-SCS) was elaborated to evaluate social
behavior on behalf of others in infantile populations. Due to the emergence and development of
these behaviors from very early ages, the interest in its assessment is high from a developmental,
educational, and applied perspective. The aim of the present study is to develop a Spanish population
version of the scale, considering a specific dimensional structure. It was tested with a sample
of 504 children of ages between 3 and 5 years, enrolled in school centers of infantile education.
The results show that the new version of the instrument is a suitable measure for the assessment of
social competence behaviors in early infancy. The joint consideration of prosocial and unfriendly
behavior is important as it allows for the promotion of social competence behaviors and optimizes
the detection of and intervention in behavioral problems later in life.
Keywords: prosocial behavior; social competence development; preschoolers; antisocial behavior
1. Introduction
Behaviors in cooperation with and on behalf of other individuals—sometimes altruistically—are
considered fairly exceptional in the animal kingdom but are essential for the development and the
social and cultural achievements of human beings [1]. Their emergence throughout development is
very early, and there is evidence of their emergence at increasingly younger ages [2–4]. This justifies
the great interest that these behaviors, their onset, manifestations, and development awaken in many
areas of psychology and, in general, in all its applied and research facets.
A behavior carried out by an individual on behalf of others [5], basically consisting of manifestations
that include helping, sharing, and comforting [6], is a good definition of what is understood as
prosocial behavior.
In developmental terms, some authors have found evidence of the onset of some of its components
as early as at 12–18 months of age. For instance, at this age, children can intervene spontaneously to
warn an adult and prevent a problem before it happens [3]. Other studies have found that they can
identify the goal of another agent’s action and relate different emotional reactions to the conditions
that can provoke them [7].
At 18 months, sounder expectations about others’ emotional reactions are observed, and children
begin to show interest in their classmates’ situations and may pay less attention to another child
when his or her distress is unjustified compared to when it is justified [8]. This process is intensified
in the next few months, so that, around 3 years of age, children show great concern, offer help and
even reliably verify the situation of an individual who shows justified distress, while determinedly
ignoring an individual who displays unjustified distress [9]. From this age, they can predict, in terms of
happiness, the results deriving from certain situations and, between the ages of 4 and 5 years, they can
recognize situations that lead to more complex emotions, such as anger, fear, and surprise [10].
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Among the aspects that contribute to the development of prosocial behavior and motivation are
the comprehension of others’ goals, behavior, and emotions, the emergence of fairness sensitivity, and
the development of the language and vocabulary of emotions or moral reasoning [4,11,12]. Prosocial
behavior is logically affected by situational factors [13]. For example, the behavior of sharing in
children under 3 years of age will increase substantially if they observe that others express their desire
to share [14,15] and if the cost associated with sharing is more or less low [16].
However, the term prosocial behavior is frequently linked to the terms antisocial and unfriendly
behavior in the literature [17,18]. The latter has sometimes been defined as the opposite of prosocial
behavior or, at least, as a behavior by which a child causes physical or psychological harm to others [19].
Although prosocial and antisocial behaviors seem to be the extreme opposites of a single construct, some
authors have considered them conceptually different in certain aspects [20]. Despite these divergences,
it seems clear that both sets of behaviors present a strong association with the same variables, sharing
common theoretical explanations about their onset and development. We observe, for example, that the
study of the development of language, empathy, or emotional regulation, among other variables,
is associated with both behaviors [21]. A significant association between moral emotional attributions
and prosocial and antisocial behaviors has also been found [22]. Of course, antisocial behaviors are
significantly and negatively correlated with prosocial behaviors [23]. Prosocial behavior has been
associated with lower levels of social exclusion [24] and similarly, an early intervention in childhood
seems to be able to decrease positive attitudes towards antisocial behaviors [25].
Some authors have found that antisocial behavior in early childhood is linked to subsequent
behavior problems and to poor interpersonal and prosocial relations, especially with classmates and
teachers [26,27]. It even seems that antisocial behavior in preschoolers is transferred to the first school
year and it has considerable influence on the adaptation and the establishment of successful relations
with classmates [28]. In the same line, center-based programs with a parenting component can improve
school readiness related to social competence [29]
Moreover, the processes of educational intervention usually include dealing with antisocial
behaviors or promoting prosocial behaviors, with some relationship existing between both of them.
For example, some authors have found that interventions aimed at reducing childhood antisocial
behavior usually improve social and socio–cognitive skills, which, in turn, reinforce academic skills,
prosocial behavior, and even family–school relations [30].
In the educational field, the Spanish law on early childhood education proposes the strengthening
of peer relationships, the progressive acquisition of guidelines for socialization and coexistence, as well
as the peaceful resolution of conflicts, as educational objectives to work on [31,32].
In the past few years, the complexity of the study of these behaviors in early childhood has
influenced investigators to consider a multidimensional perspective based on diverse mechanisms
responsible for different prosocial responses [12,33]. Consequently, in the international panorama,
diverse instruments for their assessment have recently appeared, although not many of them are
adapted to the Spanish population [34].
One of these instruments is the Prosocial Behavior Scale (in Spanish, the ECPRO, Escala de
Conducta Prosocial) [35]. This scale was designed to assess social behavior in schoolchildren and
preschoolers, using teachers’ criteria.
The key goals of this study were to analyze (a) the factorial structure and (b) the psychometric
properties of the adapted instrument in a sample of a Spanish pre-schooler population. It must be
taken into account that early childhood education in Spain is a non-compulsory stage with its own
identity-serving children from birth to 6 years old- and which is arranged in two cycles, the second of
which corresponds from 3 to 6.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants
The sample comprised 504 children, randomly selected, attending 40 infantile stage schools in
Granada, Spain. The participants were 271 boys (53.8%) and 233 girls (46.2%), aged between 3 and
5 years, with a mean age of 4.09 years (SD = 0.80). Of them, 140 were 3 years old (27.8%), 178 were
4 years old (35.3%), and 186 were 5 years old (36.9%). Quota sampling was used to select the subjects,
with proportional assignation according to sex and age, attempting to reach equivalent percentages of
participants of each gender and age considered level.
With regard to other sociodemographic variables that characterize the sample of participants,
all of them were attending at second cycle of infantile education. In total, 44 of them were in first
course (8.7%), 209 in second course (41.5%), and 251 (49.8%) were in third course. Of the participants,
36 (7.1%) were of immigrant origin and 468 (92.9%) were of non-immigrant origin.
2.2. Measures
The Prosocial Behavior Scale [35]: This scale was developed in Costa Rica. The original version of
the scale included 12 items, each of them rated on a 3-point scale: 0 (never), 1 (every now and again),
and 2 (always).
The scale has a unidimensional structure, which determines the subjects’ levels of behavior
oriented to offer any help to others (prosocial behavior dimension). The psychometric characteristics
of the original scale are excellent, with a Cronbach alpha score of 0.91 [35].
In the original study, two items were loaded on a possible second dimension of the structure,
but this second possible component was discarded as it was neither theoretically nor statistically
important, leaving all the items grouped in component I. However, this trend has now been taken into
account in the development of the current instrument. In fact, this second component (represented,
for example, by Item 4: “Prefers to play alone rather than playing with other classmates”) seemed the
reverse of the first dimension (prosocial behavior) and defined its opposite (unfriendly or antisocial
behavior). So, in this investigation, a number of modifications and insertions in the items of the
original scale were carried out. The changes were minimal and always aimed at modifying and
adapting different aspects of the linguistic contexts of Costa Rica and Spain (items 7, 9, 11, and 12 of
the original scale were adapted). Specifically item 7 in the original scale (“Le reporta a la maestra
si ve que alguien abusa de algún compañero” (Reports to the teacher if he/she sees that someone is
abusing a classmate)) is now item 11 (“Informa a la maestra si ve que alguien pega, molesta o abusa de
algún compañero (Tells the teacher if he/she sees someone hitting, bothering or abusing a classmate));
item 9 (“Está dispuesto a hacer favores a sus compañeros (por ejemplo ayudándoles a acomodar)”
(He is willing to do favors for his peers (for example helping them to accommodate)) is now item 14
(“Está dispuesto a hacer favores a sus compañeros (por ejemplo cuando tienen dificultad para hacer
algo, ayudándoles a recoger, a ordenar, etc.)” (Is ready to do favors for classmates, i.e., when they
have trouble doing something, helping them pick up, putting things away, etc.)). The previous item 11
(“Ayuda a sus compañeros en las actividades, tareas o ejercicios” (Help classmates in activities, tasks
or exercises)) is now item 18 (“Ayuda a sus compañeros en las actividades, juegos, tareas o ejercicios”
(Helps his/her classmates in activities, games, tasks or exercises)) and finally, item 12 (“Recoge y
devuelve a los compañeros las cosas que se les caen (como lápices, paquetes, cuadernos)” (Pick up
and return to classmates things that they drop (such as pencils, packages, notebooks)) is now item
19 (“Recoge y devuelve a los compañeros las cosas que se les caen (como juguetes, material, libros,
lápices, etc.)” (Picks up and returns to classmates things that they have dropped (like toys, equipment,
books, pencils, etc.)) (Differences between previous and final items may not be seen in translation.)
Some common items, however, were not modified (items 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 10 of the original scale).
The addition of new items was aimed at developing and constructing the new components of the
instrument (items 3, 5, 7, 9, 12, 15, 17, and 20 of the final scale) forming the unfriendly scale. Item 4 in
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the original scale (“Prefiere jugar sólo que jugar con los demás compañeros” (Prefers to play alone
rather than playing with other classmates”)) was changed in this new scale (item 6: “Prefiere jugar sólo
a jugar con los demás compañeros. Permanece aislado” (Prefers playing alone than playing with peers.
Remains isolated)).
The order and general structure of the scale is now different. Items on the prosocial and antisocial
scales have been intermixed—that is, those written in direct scoring and the items to be inverted in
their scoring.
The response structure was changed from 3 to 4 response options. This change was due to the
central tendency observed during the preliminary tests with the original scale.
Thus, the final version of the scale consists of 20 items (12 for the first and original component
and 8 for the second) with a Likert-type response format with the following possibilities: 0 (never),
1 (sometimes), 2 (often), and 3 (always). Of these, 9 items (3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 15, 17 and 20) are written in
reverse mode and must be reversed in their response score (0 = 3; 1 = 2; 2 = 1 and 3 = 0) before being
added to the total score on the scale. The final version of the scale is shown in the Appendix A.
A panel of experts reviewed the final scale to assess and appraise the structure and drafting of the
items. The scale was delivered to 10 expert judges with at least 10 years of experience in educational
research or educational practice. Specifically, 5 of them were researchers with experience in educational
psychology and 5 were teachers of public infantile schools. The expert recommendations aimed the
commented modifications on items 7, 9, 11, and 12. Upon the consideration of their contributions and
after carrying out minor corrections of the scale, an initial pilot study with 48 subjects allowed a prior
analysis of the functioning of the instrument and obtaining the definite version.
This version was specifically designed to be used with preschoolers who in Spain corresponded
to ages from 3 to 6 years old, and to be completed by teachers who worked for at least 3 months with
these students. The teachers were asked to assess the frequency with which they have observed each
described behavior in each child.
Participants’ genders, ages and origins (immigrant or non-immigrant) were also registered.
2.3. Procedure
In this research, a quantitative methodology with a descriptive cross-sectional design through a
survey was used. Once the instrument had been developed, the investigator contacted 46 randomly
selected infantile schools of Granada (Spain) to request their participation and to arrange an initial
information interview. Of them, 6 centers refused to collaborate, whereas the rest gave initial
authorization depending on the parents’ consent. Then, the investigator visited the schools to explain the
objectives of the investigation to the head of the schools. Before data were gathered, the corresponding
authorizations and informed consent were obtained both from the schools’ headmasters and from
the families of the children involved. At all times, the ethical standards considered in the Helsinki
declaration were followed.
A total of 25 early childhood education teachers participated in the study, each evaluating an
average of 20 students. The participant teachers had volunteered to collaborate in the study, completing
the scale in the staff room or in the classroom in the absence of the students. All of them had
standardized assessment instructions.
Inclusion criteria were: having at least 10 years of teaching experience, and having worked at
least 3 months with each child. Exclusion criteria were a child’s diagnosed special educational need,
the parents not signing the informed consent, or their refusal for their child to participate in the study.
The purpose of the study was not explained to the teachers. The anonymity of their responses
was also clarified, as well as the need for sincerity of their answers. They were also informed about the
possibility of dropping out of the process of responding to the questionnaires at any time. Regulation
(EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 April 2016 on the protection of
natural persons with regard to the processing of personal data was followed at all times. The scales
were completed in about 15 min per case, and the teachers were asked not to leave any item unanswered.
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All subjects with a missing value on any item were eliminated from the database that was used in
the analysis.
2.4. Data Analyses
Firstly, descriptive analysis of the data and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) were conducted.
To determine the evidence of validity based on the internal structure of the scale and to analyze
the dimensionality, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was also carried out. In spite of prior results, the
fit of the data to a two-factor model was contrasted. The estimation method was Maximum Likelihood
Mean Adjusted (MLM) [36].
To assess the fit of the model, the chi-square was considered as an absolute fit index. As descriptive
adjustment indexes, we used the incremental fit indexes (IFI), the comparative fit index (CFI),
and normed fit index (NFI). The root mean square residual (RMR) and root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) were also calculated.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was calculated for reliability analysis.
Data were analyzed with the SPSS and the EQS software.
3. Results
Regarding the first goal of this study—the analysis of the instrument structure—exploratory
factorial analysis, including initial tests to determine the suitability of the data for this analysis, was
carried out. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy obtained a value of 0.93,
indicating that the matrix is suitable.
Bartlett’s sphericity test also indicated that the data are suitable for factor analysis, χ2(1, 190) =
5848.47, p < 0.00, showing that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix. Once the suitability had
been verified exploratory factor analysis was carried out to determine the underlying structure of the
instrument. A principal component analysis method followed by normalized varimax orthogonal
rotation was used.
Some descriptive data of the items, frequency and response percentages can be seen in Table 1.







(%) Mean Med. Mod. S.D. Skew. Kurt. Mín. Máx.
1 47 (9.3%) 73 (14.5) 194 (38.5) 190 (37.7) 2.05 2 2 0.95 −0.76 −0.33 0 3
2 111 (22.0) 122 (24.2) 171 (33.9) 100 (19.8) 1.52 2 2 1.04 −0.10 −1.17 0 3
3 225 (44.6) 133 (26.4) 99 (19.6) 47 (9.3) 0.94 1 0 1.01 0.68 −0.76 0 3
4 49 (9.7) 127 (25.2) 169 (33.5) 159 (31.5) 1.87 2 2 0.97 −0.38 −0.90 0 3
5 228 (45.2) 112 (22.2) 101 (20.0) 63 (12.5) 1.00 1 0 1.08 0.61 −0.99 0 3
6 167 (33.1) 156 (31.0) 127 (25.2) 54 (10.7) 1.13 1 0 1 0.38 −0.99 0 3
7 242 (48.0) 103 (20.4) 95 (18.8) 64 (12.7) 0.96 1 0 1.09 0.68 −0.96 0 3
8 70 (13.9) 127 (25.2) 185 (36.7) 122 (24.2) 1.71 2 2 0.98 −0.28 −0.94 0 3
9 237 (47.0) 134 (26.6) 88 (17.5) 45 (8.9) 0.88 1 0 1 0.78 −0.59 0 3
10 108 (21.4) 133 (26.4) 155 (30.8) 108 (21.4) 1.52 2 2 1.05 −0.06 −1.20 0 3
11 43 (8.5) 134 (26.6) 166 (32.9) 161 (31.9) 1.88 2 2 0.96 −0.35 −0.92 0 3
12 296 (58.7) 114 (22.6) 75 (14.9) 19 (3.8) 0.64 0 0 0.87 1.12 0.15 0 3
13 57 (11.3) 118 (23.4) 189 (37.5) 140 (27.8) 1.82 2 2 0.97 −0.39 −0.83 0 3
14 44 (8.7) 107 (21.2) 217 (43.1) 136 (27.0) 1.88 2 2 0.91 −0.48 −0.53 0 3
15 308 (61.1) 109 (21.6) 49 (9.7) 38 (7.5) 0.64 0 0 0.94 1.33 0.64 0 3
16 110 (21.8) 114 (22.6) 173 (34.3) 107 (21.2) 1.55 2 2 1.05 −0.15 −1.18 0 3
17 302 (59.9) 96 (19.0) 65 (12.9) 41 (8.1) 0.69 0 0 0.98 1.17 0.08 0 3
18 41 (8.1) 115 (22.8) 218 (43.3) 130 (25.8) 1.87 2 2 0.89 −0.43 −0.55 0 3
19 37 (7.3) 86 (17.1) 197 (39.1) 184 (36.5) 2.05 2 2 0.91 −0.68 −0.37 0 3
20 162 (32.1) 136 (27.0) 129 (25.6) 77 (15.3) 1.24 1 0 1.06 0.27 −1.19 0 3
Note: The items in italics are considered in direct score, not being reversed for this analysis and compose the
antisocial scale. Med., median; Mod., Mode; S.D., Standard Deviation; Skew., Skewness; Kurt., Kurtosis, Mín.,
Minimum value; Máx., Maximum value.
Table 2 presents, among other data, the item allocation and load distribution, which revealed the
structure and components to retain in the solution for the general scale. The results of this analysis
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showed a two-factor structure. The first factor, which accounts for 40.30% of the variance (made up
Items 1, 2, 4, 8, 10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, and 19, as can be seen in Table 2), corresponds to positive or
pro-social behavior indicators. The second factor, which explains 16.57% of the variance, corresponds
to the remaining items and is related to unfriendly or antisocial behavior, in contrast to the first factor.
The entire scale accounts for 56.87% of the variance.
Table 2. Exploratory factorial analysis.
Items M S.D. Skewness Kurtosis Loadings h2 r (i-T) α
Factor 1
Item 1 2.05 0.95 −0.76 −0.33 0.66 0.45 0.56(**) 0.917
Item 2 1.52 1.04 −0.10 −1.17 0.65 0.55 0.71(**) 0.914
Item 4 1.87 0.97 −0.38 −0.90 0.76 0.62 0.69(**) 0.914
Item 8 1.71 0.98 −0.28 −0.94 0.55 0.31 0.49(**) 0.919
Item 10 1.52 1.05 −0.06 −1.20 0.70 0.49 0.56(**) 0.918
Item 11 1.88 0.96 −0.35 −0.92 0.76 0.59 0.64(**) 0.915
Item 13 1.82 0.97 −0.39 −0.83 0.80 0.66 0.46(**) 0.914
Item 14 1.88 0.91 −0.48 −0.53 0.79 0.65 0.68(**) 0.915
Item 16 1.55 1.05 −0.15 −1.18 0.73 0.53 0.55(**) 0.918
Item 18 1.87 0.89 −0.43 −0.55 0.77 0.62 0.67(**) 0.915
Item 19 2.05 0.91 −0.68 −0.37 0.67 0.56 0.71(**) 0.914
Factor 2
Item 3 2.06 1.01 −0.68 −0.76 0.77 0.61 −0.62(**) 0.916
Item 5 2.00 1.07 −0.61 −1 0.64 0.49 −0.64(**) 0.916
Item 6 1.87 1 −0.38 −0.99 0.81 0.73 −0.74(**) 0.913
Item 7 2.04 1.09 −0.67 −0.97 0.80 0.66 −0.66(**) 0.915
Item 9 2.12 1 −0.78 −0.59 0.73 0.60 −0.68(**) 0.914
Item 12 2.36 0.87 −1.12 0.15 0.69 0.47 −0.46(**) 0.919
Item 15 2.36 0.94 −1.33 0.64 0.77 0.59 −0.56(**) 0.917
Item 17 2.31 0.98 −1.17 0.08 0.79 0.63 −0.64(**) 0.916
Item 20 1.76 1.06 −0.27 −1.19 0.73 0.57 −0.64(**) 0.916
M, Mean; S.D., standard deviation; h2, communalities; r (i-T), Correlation of the item with the total score of the scale;
**, Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (bilateral); α, Cronbach alpha if the item is removed.
Secondly, confirmatory factor analysis was performed, which confirmed the structure of the model
obtained in the exploratory factor analysis. The goodness-of-fit indicators of the displayed model are
shown in Table 3.
Table 3. Fit indices of the model in the confirmatory factor analysis.
χ2 p χ2/df GFI CFI NFI AGFI SRMR RMSEA
(EC-SCS) 881.79 <0.00 5.22 0.85 0.88 0.85 0.81 0.07 0.09
GFI, Goodness of fit index; AGFI, Adjusted goodness of fit index; NFI, Normed Fit Index; CFI, Comparative fit
index. SRMR, Standardized root mean-square residual; RMSEA, Root mean square error of approximation.
The structure of the model, including the factor loadings and measurement errors for each item,
are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.
As mentioned, the internal consistency for the entire scale and for the two subscales was established
by with Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The value obtained for the total scale was α = 0.92, with α = 0.91
for the first factor (positive or prosocial behavior) and α = 0.91 for the second factor (unfriendly or
antisocial behavior).




Figure 1. Estimated parameters for the model in the global sample.
4. Discussion
The aim of this work was to adapt a scale for the assessment of social competence in early
childhood, given that not many instruments currently exist in the Spanish population for this age.
The work carried out began with the adjustment of the Prosocial Behavior Scale (ECPRO) [35].
This is a reliable tool designed for assessing some components of social competence in early
childhood. Its structural analysis in the original study yielded one dimension, but this issue deserved
further attention.
The version obtained in this work is an instrument consisting of 20 items, which has achieved
excellent psychometric properties. The original instrument was modified in depth and in several ways:
some items were redrafted before its adaptation to the Spanish population and some additional items
were included to complement and enhance a second dimension already intuited in the original study.
The factor analyses performed revealed a structure of two fairly clear dimensions. The first
one contains items focusing on prosocial behavior, including aspects such as helping, sharing and
comforting. The second one is structured around the unfriendly and antisocial behavior construct,
including aspects such as disruptive and social isolation behaviors, disobedience, aggressiveness,
tantrums, etc. The consideration of the scale as a whole, after reversing the unfriendly behavior scores,
allows for the assessment of social competence behavior in preschoolers. As a possible limitation,
we must point out that the results of the GFI, CFI, NFI and AGFI tests are close but below the
recommended 0.9 cut-off point, so it would be advisable to carry out deeper analyses with larger,
randomized and more representative samples of the population, in order to consolidate the results in
relation to the structure and reliability of the scale. An additional limitation of the study is not having
carried out analyses on convergent and divergent validities, especially in relation to other similar
existing instruments. This question may be an interesting target for future research.
As mentioned above, the results suggest that prosocial and antisocial behavior may consist of,
if not two opposite dimensions of the same construct, at least two interrelated aspects at the preschool
level. Some previous correlations and analyses seem to point in this direction [23,25].
As regards internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha coefficient), the results were excellent. Both in
the two subscales and the global instrument, alpha reached levels equal to or greater than 0.91,
indicating very good reliability, in line with or higher than that obtained in the original study [35].
Regarding the applied implications, the new EC-SCS scale is a reliable instrument to assess social
competence in Spanish preschoolers.
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According to some authors, the joint consideration of prosocial and antisocial behavior is important
as it allows the promotion of social competence and optimizes the detection of and intervention in
behavioral problems later in life [37,38]. Moreover, the importance of screening and detecting possible
difficulties and problems in these social skills is crucial at this stage, as it will help prevent the
development of subsequent difficulties, especially in the educational setting [28,39]. Equally important
is the fact that having these specific tools available will allow our further advancement in the knowledge
necessary to establish better explanatory theories of the development of both prosocial and antisocial
behavior and social skills in general in early childhood.
Funding: This research received no external funding.
Conflicts of Interest: The author declares no conflict of interest.
Appendix A
Early Childhood Social Competence Scale (EC-SCS)
Indica con qué frecuencia se han dado cada uno de estos
comportamientos en el menor observado. (Indicate how frequently you










Invita gustosamente a otros niños a que jueguen (Gladly invites
other children to play)
0 1 2 3
2
Trata de hacer algo para que sus compañeros no peleen entre sí
(He/she tries to do something so his/her peers will not fight with
each other)
0 1 2 3
3 * Tiene rabietas o mal genio (Has tantrums or a bad temper) 0 1 2 3
4
Se preocupa cuando ve que un compañero se cae y se hace daño
(Is concerned when he/she sees a classmate fall and hurt
him/herself)
0 1 2 3
5 *
No sigue instrucciones. Es desobediente (Doesn’t follow
instructions. He/she is disobedient)
0 1 2 3
6 *
Prefiere jugar sólo a jugar con los demás compañeros.
Permanece aislado (Prefers playing alone than playing with
peers. Remains isolated)
0 1 2 3
7 *
Incordia o molesta a los demás (He/she bothers or disturbs
others)
0 1 2 3
8
Comparte sus golosinas con los demás compañeros (Shares
his/her candy or sweets with other classmates)
0 1 2 3
9 *
Entorpece o perturba la actividad de un grupo o de la clase
(Hinders or perturbs the group activity of the class)
0 1 2 3
10
Comparte su merienda con los demás compañeros (Shares
his/her snack with classmates)
0 1 2 3
11
Informa a la maestra si ve que alguien pega, molesta o abusa de
algún compañero (Tells the teacher if he/she sees someone
hitting, bothering or abusing a classmate)
0 1 2 3
12 *
Dice palabras malsonantes, groserías o insulta a otros (Uses
rude language or insults others)
0 1 2 3
13
Le ofrece consuelo a un compañero que parece triste o llora
(Comforts a classmate who seems sad or cries)
0 1 2 3
14
Está dispuesto a hacer favores a sus compañeros (por ejemplo
cuando tienen dificultad para hacer algo, ayudándoles a recoger,
a ordenar, etc.) (Is ready to do favors for classmates, i.e., when
they have trouble doing something, helping them pick up,
putting things away, etc.)
0 1 2 3
15 *
Trata mal objetos y material o rompe cosas (Mistreats objects
and material or breaks things)
0 1 2 3
16
Ayuda a otros compañeros cargándoles sus pertenencias
(juguetes, material, libros, etc.) (Helps other classmates,
carrying their belongings (toys, equipment, books, etc.))
0 1 2 3
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Early Childhood Social Competence Scale (EC-SCS)
Indica con qué frecuencia se han dado cada uno de estos
comportamientos en el menor observado. (Indicate how frequently you










Pega, golpea o agrede a otros/as niños/as (Hit or aggresses
other children)
0 1 2 3
18
Ayuda a sus compañeros en las actividades, juegos, tareas o
ejercicios (Helps his/her classmates in activities, games, tasks
or exercises)
0 1 2 3
19
Recoge y devuelve a los compañeros las cosas que se les caen
(como juguetes, material, libros, lápices, etc.) (Picks up and
returns to classmates things that they have dropped (like toys,
equipment, books, pencils, etc.))
0 1 2 3
20 *
No participa en las actividades o juegos propuestos (Does not
participate in proposed activities or games)
0 1 2 3
(* Reverse scored items).
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